An Analysis of Simultaneous Interpreting Strategies of Grammatical Metaphors in Prepared Public Speeches----Based on American Presidential Inaugural Addresses between 2008 and 2017 by 温艳娟
学校编码：10384                              分类号_______密级 ______







硕  士  学  位  论  文 
公共演说中语法隐喻的同传策略——一项基
于2008年至2017年美国总统就职演说的分析 
An Analysis of Simultaneous Interpreting Strategies 
ofGrammatical Metaphors in Prepared Public Speeches----Based 

















评    阅    人：_________ 
201 年  月 
指导教师姓名： 陈 菁 教 授
专 业 名 称： 英 语 语 言 文 学
论文提交日期： 2 0 1 年    月
论文答辩时间： 2 0 1 年    月



















另外，该学位论文为（                            ）课题（组）
的研究成果，获得（               ）课题（组）经费或实验室的


































（     ）1.经厦门大学保密委员会审查核定的保密学位论文，
于   年  月  日解密，解密后适用上述授权。 







                             声明人（签名）： 
















Based on Halliday’s theories of Grammatical Metaphor in 1996, this thesis adopts a 
case study to analyze the occurrences and interpreting strategies of grammatical 
metaphors in prepared public speeches. President Barack Obama’s first and second 
inaugural addresses in 2009 and 2013 and the inaugural address by President Donald 
Trump in 2017 are chosen as three samples to probe into the performances of the 
simultaneous interpreters when grammatical metaphors occur. After collecting the 
sample speeches, this author transcribes the simultaneous interpretation of each 
speech from Phoenix Satellite Television. Strictly based on the Halliday’s 
reclassification of grammatical metaphors in 1996, the author works manually to find 
out the occurrences and frequency of each type of grammatical metaphors in sample 
speeches.Then this paper analyzes the examples that realize grammatical metaphors 
and attempts to summarize the simultaneous interpreting strategies. By doing so, this 
paper tries to address the research questions and draws a conclusion as follows: 
First, grammatical metaphors do exist in prepared public speeches with an 
occurrence rate over 50%. Second, Type 1 and Type 2 of Grammatical Metaphor have 
the most presence in prepared public speeches while Type 3, Type 4, Type 6 and Type 
9 are rarely seen. Third, simultaneous interpreters use strategies including retaining, 
conversion and deletion to deal with grammatical metaphors in prepared public 
speeches.  
Theoretically speaking, this study can enrich the research of grammatical metaphors 
and support the importance of reasonably handling grammatical metaphors in 
simultaneousinterpretation of prepared public speeches. Practically, the analysis of 
simultaneous interpreting strategies of grammatical metaphors in prepared public 
speeches can contribute to interpreter training by, for instance helpingstudents 















brought by grammatical metaphors. 
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法隐喻类型为类型 1 与类型 2，表现形式为名词化，而语法隐喻中的类型 3、类
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Chapter One Introduction 
1.1 Research Background 
The study of metaphor has a long history and can be traced back to the ancient Greek 
when the great philosopher and thinker Aristotle originally discussed the nature and 
methods of metaphor. In 1960s, therewasa wave of metaphor research. Ortony (1979) 
argues that the currentmetaphor theory can be divided generally into two groups: the 
nonconstructivism and constructivism. The former views the metaphor as a kind of 
linguistic deviation beyond the language while the latter views the metaphor among 
language, reality and thought reflecting both the nature of language and the human’s 
intelligence mechanism. Lakeoff and Johnson (1980), as the representative of 
constructivism explore the metaphor from the cognitive field. Their work Metaphor 
We Live By published in 1980 marks the beginning of the cognitive metaphor theory. 
In 1985, Grammatical Metaphor theory was first put forward by Halliday in An 
Introduction to Functional Grammar. Halliday proposes that the grammatical 
metaphor is the variation of expression which not only occurs in the lexical level but 
also in the lexicogrammatical level. The congruent form and metaphorical form are 
also explained in the book: the less metaphorical variant of expression can be referred 
as congruent while the other realizations that are transferred in some aspects can be 
viewed as incongruent or metaphorical form. Halliday (1994) classifiedthe 
grammatical metaphors into ideational and interpersonal metaphors and then in 1996, 
Halliday reclassified grammatical metaphors into 13 types which will be elaborated in 
Chapter Three.This study is based on Halliday’s theory of congruence and 
incongruence and his reclassification of grammatical metaphors in 1996.  
    Halliday (1985) holds that grammatical metaphors prevail in adult discourses. 
Recent scholars and researchers like Fan Congcong (Fan, 2016) also points out that 
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playing an important role in persuading people in home country and other countries 
and regions as well. If public speakers want to communicate their ideas to the public 
in languages other than the source language, the interpretation will surely be a key 
factor determining the efficacy of the process. 
    The research intends to look into the simultaneous interpretation of prepared 
public speeches in the light of GM in order to analyze the interpreting strategies of 
simultaneous interpreters. This paper has chosen three samples, namely American 
Presidential inaugural addresses between 2008 and 2017. Strictly based on the 
reclassification of grammatical metaphors in 1996(Halliday, 1996), the author works 
manually to find out the occurrences and frequency of each type of grammatical 
metaphors in each sample speech.Then this paper analyzes the examples that realize 
grammatical metaphors in detail and attempts to summarize the simultaneous 
interpreting strategies of grammatical metaphors in sample speeches. The related 
research procedure and findings are presented in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 
respectively. 
1.2 Research Significance 
Theoretically speaking, the study of grammatical metaphors in prepared public 
speeches can enrich the research of grammatical metaphors. Lots of research hasbeen 
conducted based on Grammatical Metaphor theory. However, studies on prepared 
public speeches are relatively few especially from the dimension ofsimultaneous 
interpreting.  
Practically, the analysis of simultaneous interpreting strategies of grammatical 
metaphors in prepared public speeches can contribute to interpreter training by, for 
instance helpingstudents pinpoint their weaknesses in this regard and try to get rid of 
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1.3 Organization of the Study 
The thesis is laid out in five parts. The first part is introduction, in which the 
background, purpose and structure of the thesis are given. In the literature review, an 
overview is given on the theoretical study of Grammatical Metaphor, prepared public 
speeches. In the third part, the author elaborates on the theoretical framework of this 
thesis, Halliday’s GM theory, namely the theory of congruence and incongruence and 
his reclassification of GM in 1996, which provides the theoretical foundation for the 
following data analysis. In the fourth part, research questions, procedures and related 
data collection and analysis will be presented. The fifth part is of the most importance 
of the whole thesis where examples of GM collected in three speeches will be 
discussed and analyzed in terms of their respective interpreting strategies. Besides, in 
this part, the research implications will be presented. The three speeches chosen are 
President Barack Obama’s first and second inaugural addresses in 2009 and 2013 and 
the inaugural address by President Donald Trump in 2017 at the United States Capitol, 
Washington, D.C. The last part is theconclusion of this thesis, which summarizes the 
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Chapter Two Literature Review 
2.1 Previous studies on Grammatical Metaphor 
The Grammatical Metaphor (GM) was firstdiscussed by Halliday in Language as a 
Social Semiotic which was published in 1978. However, it is in An Introduction to 
Functional Grammar that the theory of Grammatical Metaphor was formally put 
forward by Halliday in 1985. Since then, some scholars and researchers both at home 
and abroad present their point of views and further study and develop the research of 
Grammatical Metaphor. 
2.1.1 Studies Abroad 
Studies on GM in foreign countries mainly focus on further development and revision 
of the theory. 
Halliday’s (1985) research of GM theory plays an important part in metaphor study 
and lays a theoretical foundation for researchers and scholars later. It not only makes 
the metaphor theory plentiful but also offers us a new method to research on 
metaphors. Besides, Halliday has his original views concerning nature, function, 
interpretation and classification of GM. In his view, “Metaphor is usually described as 
a variation in the use of words: a word is said to be used with a transferred meaning” 
(Halliday, 2000). Halliday also believes that the congruent form is relative to 
metaphorical one, which the two is absolutely distinguished in Generative Grammar. 
These views are quite consistent with constructivism. Based on the theories of 
Systemic Functional Linguistics, Halliday classifies the GM and constructs the 
theoretical system of Grammatical Metaphor. 
According to Ravelli(1996), GM is a grammatical phenomenon and then in the book: 
Grammatical Metaphor: an initial analysis, Ravelli puts forward that GM is an 
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realizes that GM is also related to semantic variations by adopting the views of 
Halliday. She points out that some expressions are in similar semantic content, but 
they carry different meanings in detail. Grammatical metaphors were viewed as 
“semantic compounds” in her eyes. 
Martin(1984) also makes a great contribution to the research of GM by distinguishing 
the congruent form from the metaphorical form. Martin points that “a congruent 
relationship is one in which the relation between semantic and grammatical categories 
in natural” (Martin, 1984). As for metaphorical form, he argues that unnatural 
relationships are those actions realized as nouns, and logical relations are realized by 
verbs. Besides, Martin also puts forward textual metaphors to solve the issue of 
metafunctions (ideational function, interpersonal function and textual function) of 
language. Martin’s view of metaphors gives us a better understanding about the 
features of GM. However, Martin’s viewpoints upon GM are not convincing enough, 
and even though itis not accepted by other linguists in systemic functional linguistics. 
(朱永生等，2000) 
Matthiessen (1992) explains that GM is ‘a second order’ use of grammatical resources: 
one grammatical feature is used as a metaphor and another feature or set of features is 
used as a metaphor for another set of features. As features are realized by structures, 
one grammatical structure can stand for another (范文芳, 2001). Since Matthiessen 
views GM in a textual perspective, the organization of a text is also realized by the 
second-order resource of GM. 
Thompson (1996) looks at metaphors from the perspective of the expressed meaning. 
He attempts to define GM as: the expression of a meaning through a 
lexico-grammatical form which originally evolved to express a different kind of 
meaning. His definition of GM also includes lexical metaphors. Thompson argues that 
lexical metaphorsare not different from GM and can be regarded as a sub-category of 
GM. Thompson also puts forward three points about metaphorical and congruent 
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incongruence. Second, Thompson stresses that expression and meaning can be not 
simply separated, which is the basic assumption to talk about the metaphorical way 
and congruent way of delivering the same meaning. In other words, he holds that 
expression is the meaning: a more metaphorical wording construes a different 
meaning compared with more congruent wordings. Third, Thompson pointed out that 
metaphorical wordings are not innately better or worse than congruent wordings. 
It seems that Goatly holdsquite different views from Halliday and the other 
systemic-functionalists about the definition of GM. He simply claims that GM can be 
considered as one form of markedness (Goatly, 1996). Thus, the passive voice can be 
viewed as a kind of GM. Besides, Goatly seems to imply that either markedness or 
non-iconic sequencing can make a metaphoric realization, which has some problems. 
There is s a connection between markedness and metaphor, which does not mean that 
markedness is metaphor (范文芳, 2001). Later, Goatly (2006) combines metaphor 
with ideology and attempts to show that ideology plays an important part in the 
nurturing and proliferation of metaphor and metaphoric themes. 
Mariam Taverniers (2006) views the classification of GM from the perspective of 
metafunctions. Each metafunctional component has its own grammatical categories 
and its own distinct types of constructions, for example, ideational meanings are 
typically realized by configurations of process. As to the lexical metaphor, he argues 
that it is a kind of traditional metaphor. Thus, Mariam further explores the difference 
between grammatical metaphor and lexical metaphor form onomasiological and 
semasiological perspectives.  
Byrnes (2009) applies the theory of GM to the research of Second Language Learning. 
He tries to explore the role of the notion of GM played in Foreign Language writing 
by adult learners. Byrnes considers GM as a process of making meanings which is 
from congruent to metaphorical semiosis.  
Marianna R.P. (2010) identifies grammatical metaphors in the written texts and 
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